M.H. Ashcraft found that people tend to know more properties of items they rate as typical of a category than of items they rate as atypical, suggesting that variations in typicality result from variations in familiarity. Three experiments were designed to challenge this suggestion. The'first investigated whether familiarity is necessarily correlated with typicality ratings for a large sample of category members that span the typicality range. In this expAriment, 20 college students generated properties foi category members and 19 other students rated the category members for typicality. Approximately 300 students participated in the second experiment, which tested whether, for a random sample of 15 items from each of 8 categories, a positive correlation would be found between typicality ratings and number of properties listed. The third experiment produced a set of typicality ratings in which the 20 subjects were able to indicate that they were unable to rate the item because they were unfamiliar with it. Results showed that (1) subjects sometimes produced more properties for items they rated low in typicality; (2) in a large, random sample of items, subjects tended to produce fewer properties for atypical items; and (3) subjects tended to assign totally unfamiliar words to the bottom of a typicality scale rather than reflect low typicality of the referents themselves. (FL) 
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Abstract
Ashcraft (1978b) found that people tend to know more -properties of instances they rate as typical of a category than of instances they rate as atypical. This suggests that variations in typicality result from variations in familiarity. We present three experiments that challenge or qualify this suggestion. Experiment 1 showed that subjects sometimes produce or properties for items they rate low in typicality. Experiment 2 showed that in a large, random sample of items, there' was a tendency to produce fewer properties for 'atypical items, but Experiment 3 indicated that part of the reason for this result was a response bias to assign totally unfamiliar words to the bottom of the typicality scale, rather than reflecting low typicality of the referents themselves.
Familiarity in Typicality 2
The Role of Familiarity in Determining Typicality
All members of a semantic category are not equally representative or typical of that category: A peach is a more typical fruit than a pomegranate, and a robin a more typical bird than a roadrunner. By now it is wellestablished that people show strong agreement in their ratings of how typical members of semantic categories are, and that 'rated typicality predicts, performance in a wide variety of tasks such as reaction time to verify category membership, order of learning by children, and order and probability of output in free listing to category names (Mervis & Rosch, in press; Rips, Shoben, & Smith, 1973; Rosch, 1975; Rosch & Mervis, 1975) . Understanding what determines typicality is thus a step toward understanding the principles by which information in -semantic memory is . acquired and organized.
Most explanations of typicality have focused on the internal structure of categories, specifically on the properties of the category members and/or those of the category itself (e,g., Rosch & Mervis, 1975; Smith, Shoben, & Rips, 1974) . Rosch and Mervis (1975) Furthermore, the mean number of properties generated was both more highly correlated with typicality ratings than other measures including property overlap with the superordinate, and a better predictor of reaction time in a prcperty verification task than rated typicality (Ashcraft, 1978a vegetables, and fruit, respectively) appear to be as frequent and familiar as many of the more typical category members. These instances suggest that some factor in addition to or other than familiarity is accounting for a -certain portion of the variance in typicality ratings.
To get at these issues, we used Ashcraft's (1978b) The second study tested whether.suchA corre ation holds for.. .
(large, random'tamples of category members. The third stgdy.-examined a possible confounding between familiarity with the word afidfamiliarity with the word's referent.
Experiment 1
The purpose of this experiment was to determine whether familiarity is necessarily correlated with typicality ratings for a large sample of category.members that span the typicality range. Two categories were used for which exemplars 'had been chosen that were deemed by the experimenters to be at least somewhat familiar to collegestudent subjects. Rated typicality was then correlated with the mean number of properties produced to each category member.
If the main determinant of typicality is the item's familiarity, then rated typicality and mean numbeor of properties produced shald correlate positively even when Twenty Stanford students 'generated properties for category members and an additional nineteen students rated the category members for typicality. The Furniture members were.the sample used by Rosch and Mervis (1975) , which had been selected to span the t;PlIality range; the Bird members were taken from Rosch's (1975) norms, so as to span the typicality range yet not be unknown to college students. 
Results and Discussion
The total number of properties listed for each item was averaged over subjects to yield a mean for each item.
Pearson correlations were then calculated between the mean number of properties produced and mean-typicality ratings.
For Bird, the correlation was -.63, p <.025; for Furniture, the correlation was -.23, g > .10. Contrary to Ashcraft's '(1978b) results, then, the number of properties increased as typicality decreased for both of the present categories.
These results are not due to the presence of items at the low end of the typicality scale that do-not belong to the category they are in but rather might be typical members of some other category: for eliminating bat from Bird and the electrical appliances (stover telephone, clock, and radio) 
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Familiarity in Typicality 15 procedure. Subjects were given standard typicalityrating instructions, and were further instructed that, "For any item which is unfamiliar enough to you that you don't feel able to accurately rank it with respect to the others, place a U in the blank instead of a number."
Results and Discussion
The number of times each item was given a D rating was tabulated. Out of 120 items, 30 were rated as U by at least one subject. To determine whether U ratings clustered at the lower end of the typicality range, each category was divided into the upper and lower halves of the typicality range as determined by the ratings in Experiment 2), and the number of U ratings in each half of the range was counted for each category and then averaged across the eight categories.
For the sixteen subjects who gave U ratings, all gave-more to category members in the lower half of 'the typicality range. This difference was significant by a . Two of these categories, Clothing and Furniture, were two of the three categories in Experiment 2 for which the correlation between typicality and number of properties was not significant, which is consistent with the relation between typicality and familiarity being largely due to unfamiliar words.
The Experiment 2 correlations between typicality and mean number of properties were recalculated, omitting all 'items that received 41.11 rating from, four or more subjects in Experiment 3 (one fifth of the number who provided ratings).. Ashcraft (1978b) .
Genera) Discussion
These experiments indicate that familiarity is not the major determinant of typicality. Experiment 1 showed that subjects are not necessarily less familiar with items they rate low in typicality than those high in typicality, where familiarity was measured by number of properties produced. 
